Abstract: This paper provides an in depth investigation of both inter-speaker and intra-speaker variation in agreement with nominative objects and ECM nominative subjects. We both build on previous observations and report the findings of recent fieldwork. We show that in addition to a general dative intervention efect, clause boundaries, expletives, and singular datives are interveners for some speakers. We propose that Icelandic ECM clauses are either TP or vP and that the number feature on datives is visible for some speakers, contra to previous research.
Introduction
This chapter investigates the complexity of verbal morphology in dative-nominative constructions in Icelandic and provides both descriptive and theoretical insight into this phenomenon. While Icelandic verbs obligatorily agree with nominative subjects, verbs optionally agree with nominative objects. This optionality surfaces as both inter-speaker and intra-speaker variation and is a pervasive and long-standing element of Icelandic grammar, dating at least back to the Sagas . In recent years, researchers have examined whether there are systematic patterns to this variation.
1 For instance, Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir (2003) report that the number of the dative subject can affect agreement with the nominative. For some speakers, the verb agrees with a plural nominative object when the dative subject is also plural, but does not agree with the nominative when the dative is singular. 2 Additionally, Sigurðsson and Holmberg (2008) propose that there are three different varieties of Icelandic with respect to agreement and argue that agreement with the nominative object depends on whether the dative subject intervenes at the point in the syntactic derivation when the agreement head tries to establish a relationship with the nominative. Agreement with nominative objects and embedded nominative ECM subjects was also investigated as part of the project Variation in Icelandic 1 See also Andrews 1988a,b for a discussion of case and variation in monoclausal and biclausal constructions. 2 Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir (2003) primarily focuses on accounting for a contrast between how main clause WH dative subjects differ from non-WH dative subjects with respect to allowing agreement with and movement of embedded nominative subjects in raising constructions. We do not discuss these data.
Syntax (the results are reported in Thráinsson, Sigurðsson and Jónsson 2015) . One finding of this study is that agreement is generally more degraded with ECM subjects than with objects in monoclausal constructions (see Thráinsson, Sigurðsson and Jónsson 2015) .
The goal of this chapter is two-fold. We present the findings of recent fieldwork and use variation in agreement with nominative objects as a window into complex syntactic and morphological issues. Our aim is both to contribute new data and to provide a deeper understanding of previously observed patterns. We show that this particular kind of variation has implications for the following theoretical issues: (1) the structure and size of ECM clauses, and (2) the visibility of the features of dative DPs. In particular, we build a theory which captures the gradation in agreement preferences based on whether the ECM clause is restructuring and on the "strength" of the dative as an intervener.
There are two primary elements to this proposal. First, we argue that restructuring clauses are vPs in Icelandic -as opposed to bare VPs in German (Wurmbrand 2001) or a TP-like structure in Hindi-Urdu (Bhatt 2005) . 3 Second, we propose that a singular feature on a dative strengthens the blocking effect of the dative for some speakers. This proposal builds on observations reported in Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir 2003 and Holmberg 2008. This chapter is organized as follows. Section 1 provides a general overview of agreement in
Icelandic and the theoretical context in which variation in agreement has been analyzed. Section 2 examines the intervention effects of clause boundaries and (singular) datives, both in Icelandic and cross-linguistically. Section 3 reports the findings of the current investigation. We describe the grammars of individual speakers and examine these patterns through the theoretical lens provided in Section 2. Section 4 concludes and outlines questions for future research.
Background and Overview of the Data

Overview of Optional Agreement
It has been well-established that Icelandic has both nominative and non-nominative subjects. 4 While all four of the morphological cases in Icelandic appear on subjects, the most common nonnominative subject case is dative. Additionally, some verbs which have historically taken accusative or genitive subjects are shifting to dative subjects (for discussion see e.g. Barðdal 2011 and Svavarsdóttir 2013 and references cited therein). As such, dative-nominative constructions are the focus of this chapter. Icelandic verbs obligatorily agree in person and number with nominative subjects. The default verbal form is homophonous with the third singular and this form is ungrammatical in constructions such as (1) and (2) . The sentence in (1) has an accusative object and the sentence in (2) has a dative object, 5 but since the subject is nominative, the verb necessarily agrees with the subject.
(1) a. Við lásum/*las bókina.
we(N.pl.) read(1pl./*3sg.) the-book(A.sg.)
'We read the book.'
b. Þið lásuð/*las bókina.
you(N.pl.) read(2pl./*3sg.) the-book(A.sg.)
'You read the book.' (cf. Sigurðsson 1996, examples 14/15a) (2) a. Við klaeðumst/*klaeðist dýrum fötum.
we(N. By contrast, in sentences with non-nominative subjects, the verb does not agree with the subject.
Rather, the default form is required in sentences such as (3). It is important to note that the variation in verbal morphology that surfaces in Icelandic is not simply a consequence of word order, even though post-verbal nominatives force "impoverished" agreement in some other languages. For instance, the word-order effect on agreement in Standard Arabic has been well-documented. As shown in (6a), the verb agrees in person, gender, and number with the pre-verbal subject. However, the verb agrees only in person and gender with the post-verbal subject in (6b).
(6) a. L-banaat-u darab-na / *-at l-ʔ awlaad-a There is, however, a contrast between dative-nominative expletive and non-expletive constructions and this contrast is particularly stark for one group of speakers discussed in Sigurðsson and Holmberg (2008) . For speakers of their Variety B, agreement is optional in (8a) but strongly dispreferred in (8b).
(8) a. Einum málfraeðingi líkaði/líkuðu þessar hugmyndir.
one linguist(D.sg.) liked(sg./pl.) these ideas(N.pl.)
'One linguist liked these ideas.'
b. Það líkaði/*líkuðu einum málfraeðingi þessar hugmyndir.
there liked(sg./*pl.) one linguist(D.sg.) these ideas(N.pl.)
'One linguist liked these ideas.' (cf. Sigurðsson and Holmberg 2008, examples 15/16) Variety A speakers prefer agreement in (8a) but agreement is optional in (8b), and for Variety C speakers, agreement is marginal or ungrammatical in both sentences. As we will see in Section 3, the patterns exhibited by some of the speakers in the current investigation correspond to these variety groups, while others do not.
Another point of variation is that for some speakers the number of the dative subject affects agreement. Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir (2003) report that in transitive expletive constructions with dative subjects and nominative objects only the default form is allowed when the dative is singular, as illustrated in (10) there find(sg./*pl.) some student(D.sg.) the-computers(N.pl.) ugly 'Some student finds the computers ugly.' (cf. Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir 2003, examples 11-14) Two caveats are in order here. First, while expletive constructions are allowed in Icelandic, they seem to be somewhat degraded in general, independent of the number of the dative subject. Second, not all speakers have the contrast reported in examples (10) and (12) and the number of the dative does not affect the form of the verb. Nonetheless, it is surprising that some speakers do show this contrast. Given that Icelandic verbs do not agree with datives, the number of the dative should not bear on agreement at all. Yet, in Section 3.2, we provide data which show that the dative's number value matters even beyond transitive expletive sentences for some speakers.
To summarize, we find optional number agreement in constructions with dative subjects and nominative objects. For some speakers, agreement is degraded in constructions with singular datives as opposed to plural datives. Additionally, agreement between the matrix verb and an ECM nominative subject is degraded with respect to agreement with nominative objects, and agreement in expletive constructions is degraded with respect to agreement in non-expletive constructions. This leads us to the conclusion that datives, singular datives, clause boundaries, and expletives are all possible interveners for agreement. In the next section, we outline our theoretical assumptions, which will segue into a more detailed discussion of intervention effects.
Theoretical Background and Assumptions
In line with previous work on agreement that is generally couched within the Minimalist framework, we assume that there is an operation which establishes a relationship between two items in the syntax. This operation, Agree, is defined in (13).
(13) α > β Agree (α, β), where α is a probe and β is a matching goal, '>' is a ccommand relation and uninterpretable features of α and β are checked/ deleted. (Chomsky 2000:122) In general, (13) means that some item, a probe, searches its c-command domain for another item, a goal, that has the relevant information that the probe needs, features. For Icelandic dativenominative constructions, the probe is an agreement head -the head of TP/IP -and the goal is the nominative object. The agreement head needs to inherit number information from the nominative object in order for the verb to agree with the object. Within the Minimalist system, Agree is assumed to be a fundamental operation at work in syntactic derivations. As such, we might expect that when an Agree relation is "supposed" to be established, but is not, the result would be an ungrammatical construction. Yet, as we know, agreement with nominative objects is optional.
This brings us to another assumption, which we show is crucial to explaining the optionality in Icelandic. In line with previous work, we assume that an Agree relation between a probe and its intended goal may fail, and that this failure does not necessarily result in ungrammaticality.
That is, we assume that an intervener can disrupt the probe-goal relationship. This idea is also articulated in Preminger 2010/2011. In particular, we adopt the principle that Preminger (2010) proposes in (14).
(14) "You can fail, but you must try."
Applying Φ agreement to a given structure is obligatory, but if the structure happens to be such that Φ agreement cannot culminate successfully, this is an acceptable outcome. (Preminger 2010, example 58) In essence, if one item is supposed to agree with another item, then an attempt must be made.
However, if something about the structure prevents the relationship from being establishede.g., a clause boundary or the presence of a dative in a particular position-we still get a grammatical sentence, just one without agreement. Preminger (2010) proposes the principle in (14) to account for the fact that default verbal forms are allowed in some Hebrew constructions in which a dative intervenes between a verb and a nominative DP. 7 Building on this proposal, we argue that both the structure of the syntactic domain in which agreement is attempted and the strength of the intervener in Icelandic dative-nominative constructions may prevent agreement from succeeding. In the next section, we provide a more detailed examination of the idea that datives and clause boundaries are interveners.
Intervention Effects
Clause Boundaries
It is not surprising that there is a contrast for some speakers between monoclausal and ECM constructions, since there is ostensibly a clause boundary between the verb and the nominative DP. The complexity of ECM constructions has been well documented in the literature (see, for instance Davies and Dubinsky 2004 for a cross-linguistic historical overview of approaches to these kinds of constructions). Although the ECM "subject" is semantically an argument of the embedded verb, it bears the morphological case of an object and can undergo object shift in Scandinavian languages (see Holmberg 1986 for extensive discussion). As such, there is debate surrounding the surface structural position of ECM subjects. This debate is embodied in the various names for this kind of construction. While we have adopted the Exceptional Case Marking (ECM) terminology, these constructions are also referred to as Raising-to-Object. There is consensus, though, that the subject is semantically related to the lower verb.
Interestingly, there is a contrast between ECM clauses and control clauses. In control constructions such as (15), the embedded object is nominative -because the lower verb takes a dative subject (PRO) -and the matrix verb cannot agree with the object. Unlike a nominative ECM subject, the nominative object here is in no way a syntactic object of the matrix verb. Further, the complementizer/infinitival marker að seen in (15) However, given the optionality in agreement with nominative ECM subjects, we argue that TP actually blocks agreement and that ECM clauses that are smaller than TP allow agreement.
These smaller clauses are vPs.
Restructuring is an optional mechanism by which the matrix verb selects for a "small" infinitive. Wurmbrand (2001) provides a detailed discussion of restructuring focused on German in order to account for the long passive construction in (16)a. Here, the embedded object is nominative and the matrix auxiliary agrees with it. 10 Because restructuring infinitives are "structurally deficient", they are permeable for an Agree relation between an item in the higher clause and an item in the lower clause. Wurmbrand (2001) argues that the infinitive in (16) 'Rahul used to read a/the book.' 10 Wurmbrand (2001) proposes that there are two types of restructuring infinitives. Lexical Restructuring is optional. The matrix verb selects either a full clausal complement or a smaller infinitive. Functional Restructuring is obligatory. The matrix verb necessarily selects a smaller infinitive. Wurmbrand argues that, at least for German, control infinitives belong to the lexical category, while raising infinitives belong to the functional category. 11 We have only indicated case on the ergative. Bhatt (2005) identifies the case on the subject in (17)a as nominative and the case on the objects in both (17)a/b as accusative, though he does not include nominative and accusative in his glosses. Because there is no morphological indication of nominative or accusative in these examples, it is not clear that the object in (17) When there is an infinitival complement and an ergative matrix subject, the matrix verbs optionally agree with the embedded object. In (18)a, the verbs agree with the feminine object, 'branch,' while in (18) Bhatt (2005) proposes that the morphological alternation is due to restructuring. Want in Hindi can select for either a restructuring or non-restructuring complement. When want selects for the smaller clause, the agreement probe -T -in the higher clause is able to establish a relationship with the embedded object. The result is that all of the verbs agree with the embedded object. The infinitive agrees with the embedded object only when the matrix verb does as well. A "larger" complement, on the other hand, blocks a relationship between the agreement probe and the embedded object. As such, the verbs appear in the default (masculine singular) form. Bhatt's (2005) proposal differs from Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal in that Bhatt (2005) argues that restructuring clauses in Hindi-Urdu is larger than a bare VP. Bhatt shows that accusative is available in some restructuring clauses (there is a morphological distinction between nominative and accusative in pronouns), which suggests the presence of a vP.
Additionally, Bhatt (2005) proposes that the agreement on the infinitive in (18)a is a result of the agreement probe in the matrix clause establishing a relationship with both the embedded object and with the infinitival head -Inf 0 -which is higher in the structure than the embedded vP.
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Considering these two proposals, restructuring infinitives are argued to come in different sizes. Given the presence of an embedded subject in ECM clauses (which is merged in the specifier of vP) and the availability of accusative on the object of embedded clauses such as (19) A consequence of this proposal is that we have a mini-typology of restructuring infinitives.
In German, a VP complement is permeable for a relationship between an item in the higher clause and an item in the lower clause; in Hindi-Urdu, a complement that is somewhat larger than vP is permeable; and in Icelandic a vP complement is permeable. While a structural explanation in which the embedded clause boundary is either an intervener or not accounts for the optionality with ECM clauses, accounting for the intervention effects of singular datives requires a more nuanced approach.
12 Bhatt (2005) does not make a definitive proposal about whether the restructuring clause is a TP/IP, even though he argues for the existence of the Infinitival head. This is because there is debate about whether infinitives and gerunds in Hindi-Urdu are NPs (see Bhatt 2005, p.783-784 and references therein for discussion). 13 In nominative-accusative ECM constructions, we cannot see an effect of clause size, since the matrix verb necessarily agrees with the matrix subject.
14 In Hindi-Urdu, agreement with the embedded object corresponds to a subtle difference in meaning; the object is more specific/definite than when the verb is in the default. This is not the case in Icelandic. Speakers who show this contrast were asked if there was a meaning difference between the agreeing and default forms and none reported any difference.
Datives and Singular Datives
The observation that datives are interveners for agreement has been well-documented in the literature and extends far beyond Icelandic. As discussed in Section 1.2, possessor dative constructions in Hebrew have been discussed in the literature. Additionally, analyses of dative intervention effects permeate the literature on the Person Case Constraint (PCC). In languages that have PCC effects, there is a restriction on the person features that direct and indirect objects can have, as described in (21) and exemplified in the Greek examples in (22).
(21) Person Case Constraint a. In a combination of a direct object and an indirect object (clitic, agreement marker, or weak pronoun), the direct object has to be third person.
b. Both the direct object and the indirect object are phonologically weak. (Bonet 1991, 177) In (22) (24) The closer DP γ1 has "quirky" Case which has the following properties: it is inherent (theta-related) Case that is nevertheless visible to a φ-probe and consequently available to A-movement; it values a φ-probe's person feature to 3 regardless of the φ-features of the DP it contains, but does not value its number feature. The farther DP, γ2, needs structural
Case. (Boeckx 2008, 90, example ii)
The statement in (24) is a technical formulation of three main ideas. First, since dative case is inherent (or non-structural), it is not assigned by the heads which assign structural case (T, v).
However, since datives undergo the same kind of movement as other DPs, they must somehow be visible to the head which motivates that movement. For instance, in Icelandic, dative subjects move to Spec,TP just like nominative subjects do. Second, the consequence of the relationship between T and the dative is that T inherits a third person value, irrespective of the actual person of the dative; first and second person datives transmit a third person value just as third person datives do. The rationale is that since verbs do not agree with datives, the actual person value is not available. Third, and most importantly, T does not inherit any number value from the dative.
Since T needs some number value, and since the nominative DP needs its structural case checked, T is forced to establish a relationship with the nominative. However, the third person value that T has inherited from the dative "clashes" with a first or second person value, rendering constructions with first or second person nominative objects ungrammatical. The crucial element of these kinds of approaches is that while the dative is able to assign a person value to T (even if the value that is transmitted to T is different from the actual value), the dative is not able to assign a number value to T.
The prediction is, therefore, that the number feature of the dative should not bear on agreement. Yet, for some Icelandic speakers, agreement is more degraded when the dative is singular, as noted in Holmberg and Hróarsdóttir (2003) . The data from Section 1.1 are repeated below. As will be discussed in detail in Section 3, the current investigation reveals that the effect of a singular dative extends beyond það-initial clauses. For some speakers, agreement is consistently less acceptable in clauses with singular dative subjects than in clauses with plural dative subjects.
That this pattern surfaces in dative-initial as well as adverb-initial clauses for some speakers is evidence that the influence of the number of the dative is not simply an effect of word order.
One possible explanation is that speakers are actually allowing the finite verb to agree with We might, therefore, suspect that some Icelandic speakers are also exhibiting agreement with dative subjects. If this is the case, the prediction is that some speakers will find the plural form of the verb better in examples such as (30), where the dative subject is plural and the nominative object/ECM subject is singular, than in sentences in which both the dative and the nominative are singular.
(30) a. Einhverjum stelpum leiddist/leiddust þessi aefing. As we will see in Section 3, one speaker does indeed prefer the plural form in constructions such as (30). The other speakers who show a contrast between singular and plural dative subjects when the object is plural prefer the singular form in (30). We can conclude, then, that these speakers are not allowing agreement with the dative. Descriptively, it seems that for these speakers, a plural dative helps agreement with the nominative and a singular dative hinders it.
We propose that the singular feature has the effect of "strengthening" the dative's force as an intervener and the source of the variation is the strength of the intervener. Crucially, though, for these speakers and the speaker who exhibits agreement with the dative, the number feature of the dative is visible.
The visibility of the dative also provides evidence against a derivational timing analysis of dative intervention effects, such as the one proposed in Sigurðsson and Holmberg (2008 The dative subject moves to a position higher than the Person and Number heads. However, the dative may move before or after the nominative is probed. As shown in (41a), an intervening dative forces the default form to be realized. However, in (41b) the dative does not intervene, the Importantly, the number of the dative should not matter on this proposal, since the analysis hinges on whether the dative intervenes at the point in the derivation when the nominative is probed. As we will see in Section 3, though, the singular dative can be an intervener on its own or it can work in conjunction with other interveners to degrade agreement. 16 We are simplifying the analysis. Part of Sigurðsson and Holmberg's (2008) 
A Detailed Look at Agreement Variation
Summary of Data Under Investigation
The patterns reported in this section are based on field work conducted Fall 2013 through Summer 2014 and build heavily on the observations discussed in Section 1.1. These data have been gathered from surveys and a series of follow-up speaker consultations. While in this chapter, we focus on the pattens observed in monoclausal and ECM constructions, three other kinds of nominative object constructions were examined: passives, -st constructions, and predicates which alternate between a dat-nom and a nom-dat case frame. We do not address these constructions here.
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There were four verbs in each category and each verb appeared in six different contexts in order to examine the influence of word order, the number feature of the dative subject, and the presense of an expletive. The sentences in (34) and (35) are monoclausal constructions and illustrate the six different contexts. The dative subject is plural in (34) and is singular in (35).
The a-sentences show the subject-verb-object word order; the b-sentences are transitive expletive constructions; and the c-sentences are adverb-initial constructions. As discussed in Section 1.1, previous research has shown that some speakers show a contrast between the a-type sentences and the b-type sentences. However, it is not clear as to whether this contrast is the effect of the expletive or of word order. That is, do we find the same degradation in agreement in constructions with some other clause-initial item and a post-verbal dative subject? The sentences in (36) and (37) last year found(sg./pl.) some student(D.sg.) these exams(N.pl.) be unfair 'Last year, some student found these exams to be unfair.'
A survey was constructed after initial consultations with other speakers (who were not given the survey) and disseminated to ten speakers in Winter 2014. There were six counterbalanced questionnaires, with either the singular or plural form of the verb appearing in all six environments. Speakers were asked to rate the acceptability of either the singular or the plural form of the verb in each environment, in terms of how likely they were to use that verb form -1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest. Speakers were instructed to consider the sentences in the context of normal, casual speech and were told that there were no right or wrong responses.
Three weeks later, speakers received the corresponding version of the survey with the other verbal form and were instructed to perform the same task. The speakers are residents of
Reykjavík and Akureyri and range from age 20-28. While the survey was designed in close consultation with a native Icelandic speaker who has formal training in both Icelandic and linguistics, the speakers who completed the survey do not have formal training in either.
The aim of the current investigation is to document and analyze the depth of variation. As such, having a relatively small pool of informants has allowed for follow-up consultations with some speakers in order to gather additional data and to clarify speakers' initial judgments. One substantial difficulty in investigating agreement patterns in Icelandic is that there is considerable intraspeaker variation. As reported in , "very few speakers accept only agreement or non-agreement" (see also Thráinsson, Sigurðsson and Jónsson 2015) . The rating task was, therefore, used in order to capture the gradation in judgments.
We provide a sketch of the grammars of the ten informants involved in the current investigation. We present the results of the initial survey, discuss the patterns that are revealed, and when applicable discuss follow-up judgments that have been obtained. Given the discussion above, we comment on the following dimensions of variation:
(38) a. TP vs vP for ECM clauses b. the dative as an intervener and the degree to which a singular feature strengthens the intervention effect c. the degree to which there is an expletive effect
We will see evidence for a general preference for ECM clauses that are TPs and a general dative intervention effect. We will also see a less pervasive effect of the number of the dative and the presence of an expletive.
The Grammars of Individuals
In the summary charts below, the numeric value is the average rating that the speaker gave each This speaker shows a marginal preference for the default in monoclauses and a more substantial preference in ECM clauses, suggesting a preference for ECM clauses that are TPs.
The preference for the default in ECM clauses is amplified by the fact that agreement in constructions with a singular dative is completely unacceptable. Follow-up consultations reveal that this speaker, like Speaker 1, is not exhibiting agreement with the dative. As shown in (44)- (47), with the exception of the expletive sentences, the speaker gives the singular form the highest rating in both monoclausal and ECM sentences with a plural dative and singular nominative. As with Speaker 1, the plural form of the verb is completely rejected. This speaker shows a slight contrast between monoclausal constructions and ECM clauses, with agreement being more preferred in monclauses. This suggests some selectional preference for ECM clauses that are TPs, as opposed to vPs, but this does not appear to be a strong preference. A clearer contrast emerges when we examine plural dative versus singular dative constructions. In both monoclausal sentences and ECM clauses, there is not only a consistent preference for agreement when the dative is plural, but also almost a complete rejection of the singular. Follow-up consultations reveal that the speaker is actually exhibiting agreement with dative subjects, akin to the dative subject agreement that is found in some varieties of Faroese. In both monoclausal and ECM constructions with a plural dative and singular nominative, the default verbal form is rated as 1 for all three conditions and the agreeing form has an average of 4.17, as shown in (49)- (52). This speaker exhibits a great deal of optionality. For monoclasual constructions, there is no overall difference between the default and agreeing forms. Additionally, unlike the previous four speakers, the agreeing form in ECM expletive constructions with a singular dative is rated slightly higher than the agreeing form in plural dative-initial monoclausal constructions. In ECM clauses, however, the default is preferred overall, suggesting a selectional preference for TP over vP. A. The contrast between the default and the agreeing forms is mitigated only by the presence of the expletive. Even though agreement is rated lower in the expletive sentences, the default form is not rated higher, so the speaker could be demonstrating a dispreference for this type of það-initial sentence.
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The patterns exhibited by all of the speakers are summarized in (60). As noted by Sigurðsson and Holmberg (2008) and as reported above, for some speakers, agreement is more degraded in expletive constructions. Additionally, as discussed above, for some speakers, agreement is slightly being more acceptable in adverb-initial sentences than in expletive-initial sentences. For these speakers, the degradation in agreement cannot be attributed to linear order. For other speakers, expletive and adverb constructions pattern similarly and 21 See footnote 6 for discussion.
linear order may be the relevant factor. That the dative intervenes betwen the verb and the nominative on the surface leads to a degradation in agreement. The first set of speakers, however, present a substantial challenge to which we do not have a definitive answer. Making the argument that the expletive is an intervener is a non-trivial endeavor.
Expletive constructions have received a great deal of attention in the literature and the position of the expletive -as well as its associate -have been thoroughly discussed (see 
Conclusion
In line with previous research, we have shown that there is a considerable amount of variation with respect to agreement with nominative objects and ECM subjects. As shown in the summary in (60), we find some kind of intervention effect in nine of the ten speakers. The clause boundary effect is pervasive. Eight of the speakers indicate some preference for TP over vP, though as discussed above, there is a great deal of both interspeaker and intraspeaker variation. There is, likewise, variation in whether and the degree to which a singular dative and an expletive are interveners. Six speakers show an effect of the number of the dative and five speakers exhibit some indication of an expletive intervention effect. There is evidence, though, that the interveners are working in conjunction with each other for most speakers who show any intervention effect. The expletive effect does not exist by itself for any of the ten speakers. Only one speaker exhibits just the dative number effect and two speakers exhibit just the clause 22 Also see Jónsson 1996 for a discussion of the distribution of það and other clause-initial items. 23 In her analysis of the expletive in English, Deal (2009) 
